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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF VIRGINIA 

RICHMOND DIVISION 

THE KROGER CO., and THE KROGER 

CO. OF MICHIGAN, 

Plaintiffs, 

v. 

LIDL US, LLC and LIDL STIFTUNG & CO. 

KG, 

Defendants. 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

Civil Action No.:_______________ 

COMPLAINT FOR TRADEMARK INFRINGEMENT 

For its complaint against Lidl US, LLC (“Lidl US”) and Lidl Stiftung & Co., KG (“Lidl 

Stiftung”) (collectively “Lidl” or Defendants), Plaintiffs The Kroger Co. (“Kroger Co.”) and The 

Kroger Co. of Michigan (“Kroger Michigan”) (collectively “Kroger” or Plaintiffs) allege as 

follows: 

NATURE OF ACTION 

1. This is an action for:

a. trademark and service mark infringement with respect to federally registered and

common law trademarks of Kroger Michigan in violation of 15 U.S.C. § 1114; 

b. false designation of origin and unfair competition in violation of Section 43(a) of the

Lanham Act, 15 U.S.C. § 1125(a); 
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c. dilution of federally registered trademarks and service marks in violation of Section

43(c) of the Lanham Act, 15 U.S.C. 1125(c); 

d. violation of the Virginia Consumer Protection Act, Va. Code § 59.1-200; and

e. common law trademark and service mark infringement and unfair competition.

THE PARTIES 

2. Plaintiff Kroger Co. is an Ohio corporation having a having a business address at 1014 Vine

Street, Cincinnati, Ohio 45202, and 

3. Plaintiff Kroger Michigan is a Michigan corporation having a business address at 40399

Grand River Avenue, Novi, Michigan 48375. 

4. On information and belief, Defendant Lidl Stiftung, is a German Kommanditgesellschaft,

having an address at Stiftsbergstrasse 1, 74167 Neckarsulm, Germany. 

5. On information and belief, Defendant Lidl US is a Delaware corporation, having a business

address and headquarters at 3500 South Clark Street, Arlington, Virginia, 22202. 

6. On information and belief, Lidl US is a subsidiary of Lidl Stiftung.

JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

7. This Court has subject matter jurisdiction over Plaintiffs’ federal claims under at least 15

U.S.C. § 1121(a) and 28 U.S.C. §§  1331 & 1338(a). The Court has jurisdiction over 

Plaintiffs’ related state and common law claims at least under 28 U.S.C. 1338(b) and the 

doctrine of supplemental jurisdiction pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1367. 
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8. Defendants are subject to personal jurisdiction in this judicial district. On information and 

belief, Lidl US has headquarters in this judicial district and is doing business therein; Lidl 

Stiftung is a related company to Lidl US; Lidl Stiftung claims ownership of the trademark 

PREFERRED SELECTION and design complained of herein; it is using said mark in this 

district directly or indirectly through Lidl US; Lidl Stiftung has filed a trademark application 

with the United States Patent and Trademark Office (“USPTO”) in this judicial district; Lidl 

has opened multiple stores in this judicial district; and both Defendants are engaged in the 

acts of infringement, dilution, and unfair competition complained of herein and thereby 

causing Plaintiffs harm in this judicial district. Defendants also do business in this judicial 

district and engage in other systematic and continuous contacts and regular transactions 

within this district.  

FACTS 

9. Kroger Michigan owns the trademarks and service marks PRIVATE SELECTION and 

PRIVATE SELECTION and design for retail grocery store services and a very wide variety 

of grocery products sold in stores throughout the United States and in this judicial district. 

Kroger Michigan registered the marks in the USPTO. In particular, Kroger Michigan owns 

the following United States Trademark and Service Mark Registrations (collectively “Kroger 

Registrations”): 

a) PRIVATE SELECTION for goods in Classes 29, 30, 31, and 32, filed March 26, 

2001 and registered February 11, 2003 (Reg. No. 2685492); 

b) PRIVATE SELECTION for services in Class 35, filed September 16, 2002 and 

registered July 22, 2003 (Reg. No. 2740565); 

c) PRIVATE SELECTION for goods in Class 29, filed April 11, 2003 and registered 

March 9, 2004 (Reg. No. 2821350); 
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d) PRIVATE SELECTION for goods in Class 30, filed December 15, 2004 and 

registered December 6, 2005 (Reg. No. 3023783); 

e) PRIVATE SELECTION for goods in Classes 29, 30, and 31, filed April 19, 2012 and 

registered December 18, 2012 (Registration No. 4260842); and 

f)  for goods in Classes 29 and 30, filed April 1, 2010 and 

registered December 4, 2012 (Reg. No. 4254353). 

10. The first four registrations listed above are “incontestable” within the meaning of 15 U.S.C. § 

1065, and thereby establish conclusive presumptions of the validity of the registered marks 

and Kroger Michigan’s ownership thereof and exclusive rights to use and license the use of 

the same. The last two registrations enjoy prima facie presumptions of the same pursuant to 

15 U.S.C. § 1057(b).  

11. The Kroger Co. has more than twenty differently-named grocery and convenience store 

banners across the country, collectively referred to as the “Kroger Family of Stores.” 

12. Kroger Michigan licenses the PRIVATE SELECTION marks to Kroger Co. and other 

grocery stores banners within the Kroger Family of Stores. 

13. Kroger first used the mark PRIVATE SELECTION at least as early as twenty years ago, and 

the use of said mark has grown continuously and extensively since then along with the size 

and national reach of the Kroger Family of Stores, which include supermarkets, convenience 

stores, and other retail stores of diverse sizes and formats.  

14. Kroger has widely advertised the PRIVATE SELECTION mark and logo on television, 

promotions, coupons, social media, and the Kroger websites, Kroger.com and 

PrivateSelection.com.  
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15. Kroger sales of products in connection with the PRIVATE SELECTION marks have been in 

the billions of units and dollars on a steadily growing scale. 

16. Kroger’s PRIVATE SELECTION mark and logo were first used in commerce and registered 

long before Lidl’s acts complained of herein.  

17. Since their first use, Kroger’s PRIVATE SELECTION mark and logo have acquired 

secondary meaning evidenced at least in part by the billions of dollars of sales of thousands 

of PRIVATE SELECTION products to millions of United States households through 

thousands of stores in the Kroger Family of Stores.  

18. As a result of Kroger’s long and successful use and substantial sales and advertising of its 

PRIVATE SELECTION marks, they have come to symbolize and memorialize Kroger’s 

enormous goodwill therein, and said marks became famous long before Lidl’s acts 

complained of herein. 

19. On information and belief, Lidl US and/or Lidl Stiftung knew of one or more of the Kroger 

Registrations before using PREFERRED SELECTION as a potential trademark.  

20. On September 19, 2016, Lidl Stiftung filed an Intent-to-Use application (“Lidl TM 

Application”) in the USPTO to register the mark PREFERRED SELECTION and Design 

(Serial No. 87175637), as shown below, for a wide variety of grocery products.  

 

21. On information and belief, Lidl US and/or Lidl Stiftung had knowledge of one or more of 

Kroger Registrations before filing the Lidl TM Application at the USPTO.   
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22. By oral and written communications between Kroger and Lidl in-house counsel and outside 

counsel, Kroger objected to Lidl’s registration and/or use of the PREFERRED SELECTION 

mark and logo. Kroger also asserted its PRIVATE SELECTION marks and logo and 

maintained that Lidl’s PREFERRED SELECTION mark and logo would be likely to cause 

confusion, likely to cause dilution, and constitute unfair competition. Lidl rejected Kroger’s 

objections. 

23. On March 21, 2017, Kroger filed an Opposition to Lidl’s Intent-To-Use PREFERRED 

SELECTION trademark application before the Trademark Trial and Appeal Board (“TTAB”) 

of the USPTO. (Opposition No. 91233541). 

24. Concurrent with this civil action, Kroger is filing a motion with the TTAB to stay the TTAB 

proceedings pending the outcome of this civil action, on grounds that this civil action may 

likely be dispositive of the TTAB proceedings. 

25. On or about June 15, 2017, Lidl opened grocery stores for business in this judicial district 

and elsewhere in interstate commerce, with plans to open many more such stores on the East 

Coast and elsewhere. 

26. According to a press release from Lidl US, Lidl expects to open 20 stores during the summer 

of 2017 and to have 100 stores open across the East Coast of the United States by next 

summer. 

27. Lidl uses the PREFERRED SELECTION mark and logo throughout the Lidl grocery stores, 

on and in connection with the promotion and sale of a variety of different grocery products 

and services.  
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28. An example of the PREFERRED SELECTION logo as 

actually used appears as follows: 

29. On information and belief, Lidl plans to sell PREFERRED 

SELECTION brand groceries throughout all of its United 

States stores. 

30. Lidl has commenced use of the PREFERRED SELECTION 

mark with full knowledge of Kroger’s objections thereto and 

Kroger’s Registrations, and Lidl’s actions herein have been willful and deliberate acts of 

infringement and unfair competition, which will cause irreparable harm and other damages to 

Kroger.  

31. On information and belief, Lidl’s actions have been done with the intent to capitalize on and 

benefit from the goodwill in Kroger’s PRIVATE SELECTION marks by causing confusion 

with Lidl’s PREFERRED SELECTION mark.  

32. By the wrongful conduct alleged herein, including without limitation offering for sale and 

selling products bearing an infringing mark, Lidl has competed unfairly and continues to 

compete unfairly with Kroger in that such use of the infringing mark is likely to cause 

confusion, mistake, or deception as to sponsorship, origin, or approval.  

33. As a direct result of Lidl’s wrongful conduct, Kroger has suffered and will continue to suffer 

irreparable injury, including, but not limited to, injury to its trademarks and to the goodwill 

and business reputation associated with those trademarks.  Moreover, as a direct result of 

Lidl’s wrongful conduct, Kroger has suffered harm. 
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34. By the wrongful conduct alleged herein, Lidl has engaged in the knowing, deliberate, bad 

faith, and willful violation of the law, and the knowing, deliberate, bad faith, and willful 

infringement of Kroger’s trademarks.   

35. By the wrongful conduct alleged herein, Lidl has been and is likely to continue to be unjustly 

enriched to the detriment of Kroger.   

Claim I 

Federal Trademark & Service Mark Infringement 

36. Kroger alleges trademark and service mark infringement in violation of Section 32 of the 

Lanham Act, 15 U.S.C. § 1114. The foregoing averments are incorporated herein by 

reference. 

37. Lidl’s unauthorized use in interstate commerce of the PREFERRED SELECTION mark is 

likely to cause confusion, or to cause mistake, or to deceive in violation of 15 U.S.C. § 1114. 

38. Lidl’s acts as alleged herein constitute intentional and willful infringement of Kroger’s rights. 

39. Lidl’s acts have caused and, unless restrained by this Court, will continue to cause serious 

and irreparable injury to Kroger, for which there is no adequate remedy at law. 

Claim II 

Federal Unfair Competition 

40. Kroger alleges federal unfair competition in violation of Section 43(a) of the Lanham Act, 15 

U.S.C. § 1125(a). Kroger incorporates by reference and re-alleges the averments of the 

foregoing paragraphs. 

41. Lidl’s use of the PREFERRED SELECTION mark in connection with groceries and grocery 

store services constitutes use of a false designation of origin in interstate commerce, falsely 

describing or representing Lidl’s goods, and causing likelihood of confusion, mistake or 
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deception as to the affiliation, connection, or association of Lidl and Lidl’s goods and 

services with Kroger, and/or as to the sponsorship or approval of Lidl or Lidl’s goods and 

services by Kroger. 

42. Lidl’s acts have caused and, unless restrained by this Court, will continue to cause serious 

and irreparable injury to Kroger, for which there is no adequate remedy at law. 

Claim III 

Federal Dilution 

43. Kroger alleges federal dilution in violation of Section 43(c) of the Lanham Act, 15 U.S.C. § 

1125(c). Kroger incorporates by reference and re-alleges the averments of the foregoing 

paragraphs. 

44. Lidl’s unauthorized use of the PREFERRED SELECTION mark is likely to cause dilution by 

blurring the distinctive quality of Kroger’s famous PRIVATE SELECTION mark, in 

violation of 15 U.S.C. § 1125(c). 

45. Lidl’s acts have caused and, unless restrained by this Court, will continue to cause serious 

and irreparable injury to Kroger, for which there is no adequate remedy at law. 

       Claim IV 

Violation of Virginia Consumer Protection Act 

46. Kroger hereby alleges violation of the Virginia Consumer Protection Act. Kroger 

incorporates by reference and re-alleges the averments of the foregoing paragraphs. 

47. Lidl’s unauthorized use of the PREFERRED SELECTION mark is a deceptive act or 

practice, on which Lidl intends consumers to rely, and is an act or practice in a course of 

conduct involving trade or commerce.  

Case 3:17-cv-00480-JAG   Document 1   Filed 06/30/17   Page 9 of 14 PageID# 9



 

10 
4814-7866-2219.v1 

48. Lidl’s conduct involves trade practices that are directed to the market generally and that 

implicate consumer protection concerns. 

49. Lidl is misrepresenting to consumers, and contributing to the ability of others to misrepresent, 

that the goods and services of Lidl are the goods and services of Kroger in violation of Va. 

Code  § 59.1-200(A)(1). 

50. Lidl is misrepresenting to consumers, and contributing to the ability of others to misrepresent, 

that the goods and services of Lidl are sponsored by, approved by, or certified by Kroger, or 

that Kroger is the source of same, in violation of Va. Code  § 59.1-200(A)(2). 

51. Lidl is misrepresenting to consumers, and contributing to the ability of others to misrepresent, 

that the goods and services of Lidl are affiliated, connected, or associated with Kroger in 

violation of Va. Code  § 59.1-200(A)(3). 

52. Lidl is misrepresenting to consumers, and contributing to the ability of others to misrepresent, 

that the goods and services of Lidl have the characteristics and benefits of the goods and 

services of Kroger in violation of Va. Code 59.1-200(A)(5). 

53. Lidl is misrepresenting to consumers, and contributing to the ability of others to misrepresent, 

that the goods and services of Lidl are similar to the goods and services of Kroger in terms of 

quality, grade, or style in violation of Va. Code 59.1-200(A)(6). 

54. Lidl’s acts have caused and, unless restrained by this Court, will continue to cause serious 

and irreparable injury to Kroger, for which there is no adequate remedy at law. 
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Claim V 

Common Law Infringement and Unfair Competition 

55. Kroger hereby alleges common law trademark and service mark infringement and unfair 

competition in violation of common law. Kroger incorporates by reference and re-alleges the 

averments of the foregoing paragraphs. 

56. Lidl’s use of the PREFERRED SELECTION mark constitutes trademark and service mark 

infringement and is likely to cause confusion, or to cause mistake or to deceive in violation 

of the common law. 

57. Lidl’s use of the PREFERRED SELECTION mark constitutes unfair competition in violation 

of common law. 

58. Lidl’s acts have caused and, unless restrained by this Court, will continue to cause serious 

and irreparable injury to Kroger, for which there is no adequate remedy at law. 

DEMAND FOR RELIEF 

 WHEREFORE, pursuant to its rights under the law, including, without limitation, rights 

under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 65; the Lanham Act, 15 U.S.C. §§  1117 & 1125(a), and 

Virginia law, and any other law or statute this Court deems applicable, Kroger requests judgment 

against Lidl US and Lidl Stiftung as follows and requests that this Court enter the following 

order: 

A. That Lidl’s use of the PREFERRED SELECTION mark constitutes federal trademark 

and service mark infringement, federal dilution and unfair competition, a deceptive act or 

practice under Virginia law, and infringement and unfair competition under common law. 
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B. That Lidl US, Lidl Stiftung, their employees, agents, assigns, servants, and any other 

person in active concert or participation with any of them, be preliminarily and permanently 

enjoined from: 

i. Using the PREFERRED SELECTION word mark or logo in connection with

grocery products or grocery store services, or with any other product or services, 

that are likely to cause confusion, mistake, or deception with respect to Kroger’s 

PRIVATE SELECTION mark or logo; 

ii. Doing any other act or thing likely to induce the mistaken belief that Lidl’s goods

and services are in any way affiliated, connected, or associated with Kroger or 

Kroger’s goods or services or doing any other act or thing likely to cause 

confusion with respect to Kroger’s PRIVATE SELECTION mark and logo; and 

iii. Injuring Kroger’s business reputation or goodwill associated with the PRIVATE

SELECTION mark and logo, and from otherwise unfairly competing with Kroger 

in regards to the PRIVATE SELECTION mark in any way. 

C. That, pursuant to 15 U.S.C. § 1118, Lidl be ordered to deliver up for destruction all 

materials, including but not limited to labels, packages, wrappers, receptacles, advertisements, 

promotions or other displays of  PREFERRED SELECTION in the custody or control of Lidl, 

and that Lidl remove all references to PREFERRED SELECTION on its website, social media, 

or otherwise online. 
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D. That, pursuant to 15 U.S.C. § 1116, Lidl file with the Court and serve upon Kroger 

within thirty (30) days after issuance of any injunction, a report in writing and under oath setting 

forth in detail the manner and form in which Lidl has complied with the injunction. 

E. That Kroger be awarded monetary relief in an amount to be fixed by the Court, 

including, but not limited to: 

i.  All profits received by Lidl from sales and revenues of any kind in connection 

with the goods and services sold in connection with the PREFERRED 

SELECTION mark; 

ii.  All damages sustained by Kroger as a result of Lidl’s acts of infringement, 

dilution, and unfair competition; 

iii.  All damages, compensatory and punitive, as permitted under the law of the 

Commonwealth of Virginia, arising from Lidl’s deliberate infringing actions. 

F. That Lidl be ordered to compensate Kroger in an amount enabling Kroger to conduct 

corrective advertising reasonably calculated to remedy any and all consumer confusion created 

as a result of Lidl’s unlawful actions. 

G. That Lidl expressly abandon its USPTO application for the PREFERRED 

SELECTION logo, and not hereafter apply to register the same or any confusingly similar mark 

with the USPTO or any state, district, or territory of the United States. 

H. That this Court award to Kroger all reasonable attorney fees, costs, or disbursements 

incurred by Kroger as a result of this action. 
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I. That the Court require Lid1 to pay prejudgment interest on any and all monetary awards 

(in whatever form), costs and expenses for this suit to which Kroger is entitled. 

J. That Lid! disgorge all unjust enrichment resulting from its unlawful actions and pay 

over same to Kroger. 

K. That the Court grant Kroger Co. and Kroger Michigan a preliminary injunction of the 

type sought hereinabove, effective immediately and remaining in effect until final judgment is 

entered. 

L. That the Court order all other and further relief that it deems proper and just. 

JURY DEMAND 

Plaintiffs demand a trial by jury on all issues so triable. 

Date: June 30, 2017 Respectfully submitted, 

PILLSBURY WINTHROP SHAW PITTMAN LLP 

w~Y. L-
William P. Atkins 
VA Bar No. 47562 
Benjamin L. Kiersz 
VA Bar No. 4 7043 
1650 Tysons Boulevard, 14th Floor 
McLean, VA 22102-4856 
Tel.: (703) 770-7900 
Fax: (703) 770-7901 
Email: wi II iam.atkins@pillsburylaw.com 
Email: benjamin.kiersz@pillsburylaw.com 

Attorney for Plaintiffs 
The Kroger Co .. and 
The Kroger Co. of Michigan 

14 
4814-7866-2219 vi 

Case 3:17-cv-00480-JAG   Document 1   Filed 06/30/17   Page 14 of 14 PageID# 14



CIVIL COVER SHEET 
ll1c JS 4-1 cl\11 co\ cr ~beet and the mfonnat10n con tamed h~cin neith~ rq>lace nor supplement the lihng and scr.1ce of pleadlllJ!S or otl1er papas as requucJ h} Ia\\. c~cept 3\ 

pronded b) loc:~l rule~ ofcoun. llus form. approH·d by thcJudicJAI Conference of the Unatcd States m Sep1e~ 1974. IS requtn:d for the use ofthc C'l~k ofCoun for the 
purpo-.e uf in1L1:Illllg the Cl\'il d«ket sheeL tS££ P."STRl rnO,\-s OX SE.\T P.4GE 01° TiffS FOR.If 1 

I. (a) PLAINTIFFS 

The Kroger Co. and The Kroger Co. of Michigan 

(b) County of Residence of first Li~icd Plamtiff Hamilton County, Ohio 
IEXC£.PT IN PS. Pl_.II.\TIH CISESJ 

(c) Attorneys IFtnn .\'ame. .tdJrtS< alld Telrphon~ .\'umbcrJ 
Wi)ham P. Atkrns, Pillsbury Winthrop Shaw Pittman LLP. 1650 Tysons 
Blvd., 14 Floor. Mclean. VA 22101-4856. (703) 770-7777, 
Emarl. william.atkins@pillsburylaw.com 

DEFENDANTS 

Lidl US, LLC and Lidl Stiftung & Co. KG 

County ofRe~idence ofhrn Ll>tcd Defendant Arlington Cou.!l!Y. Virginra 
tlVL'S PU/,VT7JF(ASI:.SOVLI1 

NOTE N I..Al'lD CONDEMNA nO!\ CASES L'~E THE LOCA nor-. Of 
THE TRACT or LA'ID IN\'OL \ 'EO 

Attorneys 11/Kntn<n/ 

11. BASIS OF JURISDICTION tPla'·"o" "X-m0n•Bad)n~1 Ill. CITIZENSHIP OF PRJNClPAL PARTIES tPioc~an ·x·mon..tJMforPI.J•nhff 

J I U <; Go'crnmmt 
PIA mill! 

U 2 U S GoY<11UDCOI 
l)cfrndanl 

~ 3 Fnlr.-ml QuC\UOn 
11J.S Gu•-cmm•mt Nor u Part)~ 

u 4 0.\'m.IIY 
( /ndll'OIC! Cm:~h1p of Parnes'" /rC'm Till 

(For Dn-=•1} Ca.<&' O.rlyJ and One Bo.r Jur O..'fmd.miJ 
PTF OEF I'TI OEF 

Cmun of l1us Suue :I I Cl I ln<orporoted u1 Pnm::1p4l Plocr ') ~ , 4 

C"1111en of Anolh<T State 

C"1U1m or Subjctt of a 
r omtn (' ountr.• 

ol Uusmt->s In This Smte 

lnc:orpomt..J o11d Pnnc•p.•l PlAce 
of Busm~s In Another Statr 

:I 3 0 3 Forr1gn Nouon , b , 6 

IV. NAT URE 0 f SUIT tPiot"C an .r m Orre Bor Orrly1 Chck here for :-mure of Swt Code De.cnouoth 
C'O:'>IRACT ORTS FOR BAL_I . _jl_\'XKl'Y" .. omrR!i ,, l 'Tt !. 

:J II 0 l11>woncr PERSO~ \ I. "Jl' KY 
::l 120 \l;mnr :I 1 10 r\uplnnc 
::1 1111 ~!Jikr Act , '15 r\~rpiMC Product 
:::t l-10 'le~ouabk lmtl11lll<llt LtAblhl) 
'1 150 Rc~o,.eryofO,CTp3yment :J 120 A~•uh. Ltb<l & 

& Enforccmcm ol Judgment Slander 
:::t 151 \led!carr Act :I 310 F~dml Employe" , I ~2 Reco•cl) of Delauhed l..tobthl) 

Student loans :::1 J~O MMDC 
IF,cludc. Veterans) .:J 3-1~ Manne Product 

:I J 51 Reco'ft') or Owrpaymenl ll&blhl} 
uf\'<teran'< lkoelits :::t l~O ~lot<"f \'ehtdc 

:J 160 ">to<l.hohkf' · SwL< :t 355 !v!Otot \ clucle 
, 190 O!h<r Coolr.\Ct Produ.:tl.lllblhl} 
:I 19~ t'c>ntrn<"t Pro.luc1 l..lllbthl) ::J 360 Other P ... rwnol 
, 196 fnmdu~'" InJury 

:1 362 PmonallnJUI') • 
~1cWcnl MniP<IICU<c 

RF .. AL PROPERTI' Cl\ lL RJCIITS 

:::1 210 LAnd C"ondemnnuon :J 440 Olher Ct~tl R1phll> 
:I 220 Forcclo,ure ::J 441 Vo11ng 
, DO Rent LcR~ & Ejcclm~nt , -14~ Fmplrrymelll 
:::t 2-10 rnn> '"' nn<J .:::t 443 llou"nJ! 
:I 2-11 Ton l'rodlk:l Lml>~llly Accanln\Odntl(ln' 
'1 290 All IJih<r Real Propcn) :::t +l ~ Arncr 11 D•.ablltuc; • 

Employment 
:J 446 Arncr \\ Dlu!HbU<S-

Other 
:J -148 &lucauon 

V. ORIGIN fP/ac~a11 X'mOn~BuxO.r!)J 
X I Onglnnl n 1 Removed from 

Pro.:ccdntg Stnte Court 
.:J 1 

PERSONAL V/Jl'R\' '1 62S Drug Related Sozute :I 422 Appeal 21l USC I 'iS ::J r; Fa I~ Cblllb Act 
'1 l(i5 PttSOoal lnJut) • of Propelt)' 21 USC' 881 .:J -~~l \\'llhdr3\\3l ::J J76QUJ TamPil'S< 

Product l••b1hl) , ll~llllhn ~8 USC' I 'i7 3-29(a)) 
:J 36 7 H<11hh Cure ::J -100 'itntc Rrnpro<u~nm<nt 

Phamll\CC'IIUCIII 1K lrLK , y Kl\iH' S ::J 410 i\nlllru<t 
Pef501\1lllnjury :::t 820 C'opyn&Jm 0 430 BnnJ., nnd llllnkm~ 
Product L•ab1l11y :J 810 Pntrnl ::J -150 C'onunercc 

0 368 Asbestos Pmonnl :I 11.15 Patent • Abbrcnnted 0 ~60 Dcpunollon 
lnilllY Produ~t New Drug Apph~at1oo 0 ~70 RAckctC1'r lnlluc111:rd 1nd 
llabilll)' ~ l!-IOTrad~ ( orrupt Orlll'lliVIlll'lh 

PERSO~AI.. PROPI:.Rn -•\BOR S()("IA • S l. iiUrY :J .4!«> Con,ulll<'f \rrd1t 
0 370 Other Fmud :J 710 Frur Labor S111ndard!. :I 861 HlA ( ll9)1I) ::J .490 Cable !>at T\ 
::J 371 Truth m Ltnwng Act :I ~62 SIMI. Luni (9231 .:J ~~ '>ccunu"' C'<>nlltlOJm<"> 
::J JSO ~r Personal :J 720 Labar \lonagm~ml :J ll6.l 01\\'C DIW\\ (40~J!}) !:.\Chan!< 

Propen) Dlunag< Rdauom :::t 86-1 SSID Tuk '<\1 0 890 Other Statute>() -\<Iron' 
::J 385 Propen) Dsun:lg< :J 7.1() Rt\11" ay Labor Act ::1 865 RSI 1~05(gll :I 89 I Agnculwrlll A< I> 

Product Llabthl\ , 7~ I FllllUI} and Medical :I 893 Envuunmem.•l Maa<r> 
Lea~< Act 0 895 Freedom oflnfomllllllltl 

PRJSO:OO."ER. P£TI110:"S :J 790 Othrr Labor l..mgauon FEDERAL TAXSlTJTS Act 
HabtllS Corpru: :J 791 Employee Reurl'lll<'lll , ~70 T•~•• tU.S Plamuff 0 1196 Arb1tm110n 

0 ~63 A hen Detrun« I neon~ Secunty Act or DefmJant) .:J 899 Admml'trnuvc J>roce<Jure 
0 SIO Motion< to \'ocR!~ :J 871 IRS-Tbml P8rtv Acl 'Re1'1rw nr Appc.,l \II 

Sen tenet ~6l'~C 760'J Agco.:\ Dc~1>1011 
'J 5.10 Grnernl :::J 950 l<'n>liiUIIOMhl\' of 
Cl 535 Death Penal!) ~l\UGRATION State <;llltute, 

Olhu: 0 462 Nol\mllalluon Apphcauon 
0 S40 MandamU> & Olhtt ;:J 46~ Other lmnugranon 
n sso C'i,'li!Ughts A<UODS 

0 5S5 Pnsoo CondiU<'D 
0 S60 Ci<il Dctam«. 

C ondtUODS of 
Confmcmeot 

Remanded from 
Appellate Court 

:J 4 RcanstntcJ or 
Reopened 

0 5 Tmnsfe~LIIrom 
Another D~>lrict 
(S ~ifj~ 

I 6 MulliLIIstnct 
llltglltiOll · 
1 mnsfcr 

0 I! MuhtLI"tnct 
I tli@Ullon
D1r<ctlik 

Cite the U.S Cl\ 1l Statute under wh1ch you are tihng (Do nor dr~jurlsdicrionof rtaruus unl~rs dll'm.iryJ. 

VI. CAUSEOFACTION~1~5~U~.~S~.C~· ~1~11~4~15~U~.s~.C~.~1~1~25~V~A~.C~o~d~ewS~e~c~t.~59~.~1-~2~00~--------------------------------
Bnef dcscrip11ou of cause 

VIJ. REQUESTED IN 
CO~fPLAINT: 

\'III. RELATED CASE(S) 
IF ANY 

DArF 

06/30/2017 
FOHOHln l!>t.O. L\' 

Trademark lnfrin . Lanham Act Fed. Unfarr Com .• Dilution. Va. Cons. Prot Act. Com. Law lnfrin . Unfarr Com 
0 CIIECK IJ. THIS IS A C~ ACTIO~ OEMA.'l> S l'HFCK YES onh tf demanded m cumphunt 

UNDER RlfLE ~3. F R C\ P. gcCffi of'_$ 'J5 000 · lfltl)O(JteQ.Il R\ 0[\IA.."\0: ;i( Y~ '1 '" I , ., 

JUDGE [)()('KfT NI..'MBFR 

OR.,'F.Y OF REC'ORD 

William P. Atkins VA Bar No. 47562 

RFC I IPl * AMOUNT i\PPL YING lrP JL'DGE MAG JL'DGI: 
------ ---------

Case 3:17-cv-00480-JAG   Document 1-1   Filed 06/30/17   Page 1 of 1 PageID# 15


